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ABSTRACT 

In 1972 and 1973, a 37-iteB questionnaire, the 
Accepted Application Survey (AAS) , was mailed to a number of 
students. In the 1972 study the focus was on applicants accepted by 
Hofstra but who decided not to attend (no-shows). Approximately 45 
percent of the 1972 population completed and returned the 
questionnaire- In 1973, the questionnaire was mailed to both no-shows 
and those who did attend. In the former and latter categories^ 28 
percent and 31 percent, respectively, completed and returned the 
questionnaire- The AAS was designed to elicit certain kinds of 
information about factors relevant to university life. Such factors 
include academic, location, financial, social activities, external 
advice, and a general category that includes items that are mixtures 
of two or more factors. Findings indicate: (1) No-shows rated their 
attended university more positively than they did Hofstra, although 
they rated Hofstra in a positive manner as well. (2) In 1973, more 
than 50 percent of the no-shows rated Hofstra positively on the 
following academic items: academic reputation, course offerings, 
availability of desired major, innovative curriculum, and quality of 
the faculty. (3) The positive rated items included under location 
were: commuting convenience, easy access to home for residential 
students, and general geographic location. (4) Under social 
activities, the positive items were: degree of freedom allowed 
students, extra-curricular activities, and dorms available. 
Appendixes include the applicants' survey and the accepted 
applicants' survey- Statistical tables accompany the *ext. 
(Author/PG) 
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CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
HOFSTRA UNIVERSITY 

The Accepted Applicant Survey- 19 72 and 1973- 
Important Criteria In Choosing a College, and Perceptions 
of Hofstra by Students Who Did Not Attend 

W. Metlay, P. Lichtensueln, P. Fer-arra, P. list, J. McArdle 

Summary 

^'AAQ^ ^"^^ ^^^^ * questionnaire, the Accepted Applicant Survcv 

(AAS) was mailed to a number of students. In 1972 the focus of studv wis 
applicants accepted by Hofstra but who decided not to attend (no'.howsr 
Approxin^tely 45% of the 1972 population completed Ld returned th que! Uonnaire 
Shows) ' 'll lllTJZ'::r,lT'''' '° who'cUd'attend " 

^r:;:^;tionn:?:ef°^L^ wa^"d%^?^LTt ^^I.el"^ crrtail' Ss^lf iT 'T."^' 

indludes itemfl ILl lll 4 t* external advice, and a general category which 

^ullTt Jl^lltl 'slZ'''°T.i''. ^"^^""'^ to indicia „he her 

of thi ' ">lrd through fifth choice school. The results 

oHs^^et ^F^' ?r:rrarJSi:fei ^t^d^iL":: r:::!,::^ ?rtrr • 

s^Dles ^hZ evaluate which factors dlscrlminatt.d anions the 1973 

samples. In the third ana!.ysls, trends between the 1972 and 3973 ,amDlt.rw..r;^ 
coI^iS-^ 1972 and 1973 frestan on those a L 

p?ed"tor v«Ub"rof"r^"'f'''1 '"^ ^= "'^ll - te^ o the 

tte 1972 a^d 1973 s^?L ^^ preference. Ihe final analysis was an asse.,stn™t of 

a«uaUy Steeled. °" '° »Ue«e they 

the result!"et41nl972 »nd °^ "°-">ow freshmen by c„U.,,e preie.ence. 

In m ?!iT ^ I, I '^"'^ """^ similar. 0£ 725 f■:c^llma„ re.,p„,„lon^s 

in 1972 87. indicated Hofstra as their first choice, 497. had Hofstra as thiir 
second choice, and 435t had Hofstra as their third-fifth cholc In I^?', tL' 
percentages for the three categories were 9%. 43°/, and 487 rcspccf iv.lv. " 

Analysis of the 1973 no-show freshmen responses as to whirls i ■ ii,.„,c 
were important in influencing their decision about college. uilc , tLu - o 
the lt««.>«t a criterion of importance. When the lte..s ^olv'r'p'y '"eu!.-; 
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acUvSes ^vL^^ii^^' financial factors were the m.>.t important with social. 
^1 iljo ' ^^^^""^ n»ixeU factors being of lessor importance, 

^en the 2rimnn?Lnr??°''' ^^^icated almost exactly the same kind of result. 
.nlL^t ioJT ? ^^^"^ ''^'^^ analyzed in terms of an ability to discriminate 
TtL e\ L ItZ r^."'"^"^''' ''T - Finer aS; is 

financial factors '^^5"' ^f'^"^ "'"'""'^ considered quality of faculty, 

it^^ A^A "^b" °f students as more in.portant in choosing a college 

H f i?'^^'''' ''^^ ^"""^^^ *^he othor hand, students who did 

When students rated Hofstra with respect :o those Ittms thcv foU were 
important In choosing a college, certain attitudes and trends M.,re revealed First 

S?d1^f,%2f ^f^T'i^ '""'"^ University more positively tton ttey * 

did Hofstra although they rated Hofstra In a positive manner as „.U. \n 1973 

?teL LL' i!"'?" «°*"" positively on the following "cad™lc 

Items: academic reputation, course offerings, availability of desired naior 

In^dL"" l"''"'^ °f the faculty. The positively rated Ue;L 

resld^nM"?'^%' confuting convenient, easy a<.ces,/to hon,e fcT 

a^^xcef factors .k"' f "Sophie locatlox,. Under social activities 

e^rrcurrlf,^?« '.4 ^?°'"^''^ "^"^ ''^Sree of freedom allowed students, 

attr^butel^f S^f.^^ ""^^ ^v^i"-""^- These may be considered poslti;e 

attributes of Hofstra. For some no-shows the amount, of financial aid offered at 

theirde^^^lin '"an at school finally chosen burdid"ot 2nge 

at schoo?^Jte;dli^ ^ ™ vein, attitudes toward amount of financial aid offered 

other colleges ^ " ""^ ""^""^^ '"^ attending 

.„A fh„=<. '^Il^'^^^r'^^' •'T™"' "^^^^ ''"f^«n«s between those who attended Hofstra 
and those who did not. On all of the items considered to be important in choosim 
a college, no-show students rated Hofstra University less positively than did 
d^s«j:^nrL°d'f''df4 °' ^"3- Those'itcms tiat m^n clearly 

" tof^?t were' cffel^M ^"^'^ '"""^ """^"""^ ^'-^ ^" " reactions 

to Hofstra were; career and Job considerations and graduate school considerations 

""^^ °« students,%nd appe-irance of cJ^is ' 
^ookLf In o are-" r? l°°>^i''8 1"'°- A few more Iten^ that need 

h^H i! « V\ t activities, total cost, family advice and what students 

other coflLes ^1"' ^" """" ' "'"^'^ =>»ws at 

?Sat be?ieen 1972 a^ !?7, 'l^" ""^""S trends in the data indicating 

tnat between 1972 and 1973 no-show students had an Increased noi-.atire reaction to 

c^rLr ? rr*-';:- ''^^ "^"^ "^^^"^ ^^f^"^" "^^^^ ac^; ...mic reput«?on' 

career and job and graduate school considerations, general i-eorraphlc location 
eKtra-currlcular activities, family advice and wh;t students had ?osai!' 
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The Accepted Applicant Survey-1972 and 1973: 
Important Criteria In Choosing a College, and Perceptions 
of Hofstra by Students Who Did and Did Not Attend 

W. Metlay, P. Llchtensteln, P. Ferrarra, P. List, J. McArdle 
Introduction 

One major concern for those Involved in higher education at private 
Institutions has been the recent reduction In undergraduate enrollment. In this 
present study, an attempt was made to discover Home of the reasons for this 
phenomenon by surveying the attitudes of applicants accepted at Hofstra University 
The present research report covers a two-yej.r period; applicants accepted to 
Hbfstra University for the semester beginning September 1972, and those accepted 
for the fall semester (Septembci) 1973. 

1972 Sample and Questionnaire 

,r»oi the 1972 aasapley data were collected by a questionnaire mailed to 

1721 accepted applicants who indicated by Hofstra's Candidate Reply Form (CRF) 

f«nnr^vtLr!r ^'"'"^''f ^^niversity. Out of this population, 784 students 

(approximately 45/.) completed and returned the questionnaire. Of the 7b4 students 
725 would have been freshmen and' 59 irould have been transfer students in the fall 

1972 semester. The questionnaire, or as termed In this report. The Accepted 
Applicant Survey (AAS), had two critical sections (see Appendix 1) First a 
predictor variable, indicating whether Hofstra was the Accepted Applicant's first 
second, or third-fifth choice of school, and second, the dependent variable consisting 
of thirty-seven items for which the applicant had three decisions to make. First 
whether the item was important in Influencing his decision as to which college to 
attend, second, to check whether he considered Hofstra positively or negatively 

with respect to the item, and third, to make that same decision with respect to 
the college he actually chose to attend. The thirty ^seven items were actually 
designed to elicit information relevant to six factors : academic, location 
financial, social activities, external advicr, and the final category (mixed) 
which, included six items which were not purely any one factor. Table 1 is a 
consolidation of these items into the six groups indicating the item under each 
factor, and the number of the item on the questionnaire. 

1973 Sample and Questionnaire 

/nn^ ^^^^ sample, the data were collected by questionnaire mailed 

to 4996 freshman and transfer accepted applicants. This was a significant change 
in sampling procedure from 1972, when the population was specified as ell 
individuals who mailed in Hofstra' s Candidate Reply Form (CRF) indicatinR 
they would not attend the fall semester. The 1973 population consisted of all 
individuals who were accepted by the University, and tberofore innluded 
individuals who were coming to Hofstra (shows) as well as those who were not 
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Tabl« 1 

The Six Factors 

Acadeialc 

1. Academic raputatio.i 

2. Course offerings 

3. Availability of major 

4. Individual la ed academic program 

5. Innovative curriculum 

6. Courses probably noi too difficult 

7. Quality ot faculty 
9. Grading system used 

19. Career and Job considerations 

20. Graduate school considerations 

36. Transfer students: credits accepted from previous collegti 
Location 

13. Commuting convenience 

14. Fisy access to home for a residential student 

15. General geographic location 
1 ' Proximity to New Yovk City 

Fiaaac . ^1. 

11. Total cost 

12. Amount of financial aid offered 
Social Ac tivities 

10. Number of students 

21. Appearance of canq)ur 

22. Church affiliated 

23. Closely-knit college community 

24. Diversified student body 

25. Students involved in political activities 

External Advice 

31. High School guidance counselor's adviee 

3 2. College admissions representative's advice 

33. Family advice 

34. What students had to say 

Mixed 

8. School calendar system used 

17. Dorms available 

18. A predomia^atly residential college 
27, Availabil?.ty of counseling services 

35. Publications of the college or university 
37. Other ^ 



26. Degree of freedom allowed students 

28. Intercollegiate sports emphasized 

29. Extracurricular activities 

30. Social activities 
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planning to attend (no-ahowa). In contraat to the 1972 samoU thl. i.^f,, 
group of no-.how. Included Individuals who never res ond^To 4, ^"h the 
;he^n' ;? "f ""'u"'^'^."' ~" th* percentage of IndLlduala 

co^ng to «ere 

Ze^d": J?"'^"'!^^ ""f"^' r:";ct*fio:'t e\ °f„„ 

you do Sof exoect t^LZn S^^! ^" '<> r-^ad 

..LIh ?r ! ! Hofstra, please use Column 3 to check whatever Items 

f :he^^^^r„af r:rpr e :ra'n":a^"r^trit:dr\i'r L'\""f • ''"^ n^"" °^ 
216, did n°t^"'o.r s^i^ond^is^if^ ::^:Tr^sC=::f ^ --"^ 

students. Of these 758 freshmen 91? f^'^f*^^^ were transfer 

Out of the 83 no-show transfer students. 58 filled out the AAS fom co?r^cUy 
Unlverslty*in's1pt:^1r"?9;i' AU TttT. nf ^Z"^' '"^^ ""^"^ to Hofstra 

fo,. as sLwn in^^^d^^^"' xt".: of di fe'? i^i t^e:r:hrii:''i?7rf^L^'' ^ 

(no-Shows and shows) was that in the latter 's fnr^ ^tl , ^^^"^ 

indicate their positive or ne.ati^. .i^\'.!L\f ^^^^ requested to 



Of the 



indicate their positive or ne«rtivratM;,L% /S^^ ''"'^ ^""^^ 
1986 shows finfi^'Q17^ ! °\^f8atlve attitide toward Hofstra University, i 
L^oti snows, 606 (31/o) completed and returned the AAS ^mio ioqa 
the 606 responders, 374 would have beenTesh^n tdlfl lL^ri u J""""' 
students in the fall of 1973, iresmnen and 232 would have been transfer 




scholastic Ap tude1es 'scoies'(sI?r botS ''^^ '^^^"^^'^^ '° ^^^^"^ ^h^^^ 

their high school decile'. ''SJth r^'' 
comparlsions within each year and bLween yearrweJrcuiL vUa^ i . 
understand the nature of the samples drawn^n 1972 and I9I3 lab le 2 
breakdown of the high school decile the SAT Jrhli ^ ^ is a 

fie combined totals for enterirffrLh^^n f . !^ "^ematt^al scores, and 

report. Transfer studeu? were de e e'T^rot '^^^ 
information on these variabTes ^""P" '° incomplete 



As caa be aaen from tne 1972 dx^tn «^ ^t. 

Who woro actually sampled in the sjudy (725'no shorf^^rh^;!"?'??'' ^Z'' 

their .cores on the SAX ^^^^ '^Z^^^ ^Z^^^::^^^^^ ^ 
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were also veL L^?!?^ ^""^ ^^"'^"^ respondents axid non- respondents 

IvHt ;! J ^Sain, the only difference that does 

!w! . ^ ''^^^^''^ ^° ^^'^ d^^il^ rank of respondents. The 1973 

shoM respondents used in the analysis are higher than the 1973 show non- 
respondent population and the 1973 no-show :4pond.nts Le h gherdec?" e rank« 
than no-ahow non^ respondents. When the characteristics of the 1972 «nd"?q7? c i 
and' ^rr'/ff is the sir'llaiity " S ? sc 

Thi h'\ 1aS:M l\T' ^^^^'/^^ ^^-^^^ rLpfJentlS" 

(n.e*« deriirrInk-2 66? c!n. u respondents ranked a little higher 

Snl^^r the 197f IL^I 'andlof for If -PP-^^^-^fly tue sa^, 

was «^ome dfff*.rp«^o u no-show respondents. Although there 

respLtLeiy "uker Bloc^ '^^K'^'T''' "6 for the 1972 and 1973%ainples 

respectively, Yuker, Block and Finn^ suggest that this is not a very large difference. 

Additionally, characteristics of the 1972 and 1973 samples as measured bv Iat 
scores showed mrked similarities, not only as comparL to thHon-respondtL 
populations of shows and no-shows, but between the years as we!l The SJeher 

frl the :La™t ^rP°"f"'' '^^'^ "e ionctJo^s drawn 

oraccepterapouZts Z "^""^^^^^ r^^" generalizing to the entire population 
ll^tlt^ applicants. However, gince the students we are most Interested in 

F L? y'\^?h^\:h^h^?97.'v'^^'^ ''^''^'^ ^^^^^-^^ wiuir::st'use\a. 

1 2^ questionnaire posed certain problems with resnect to 



Results 



that ^« .T^^ results of this report are presented in terms of descriptive statistics- 

n per ;nta:er"^:h1"fLrL^'' 'T^f percentages and difler^nces ' ' 

in percentages, xhe first major analysis was the breakdown the 1972 and 19 /-^ 
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Table 2 



Group 

(Frosh Only) 



1972 and 1973 Staple Ot iesttonnalre 
SAT Jcores and High Sehool DeenAa 

Hiiia School Decile SAT Vt ftal SAT Math 



1972 No -Shows 
1972 Shows 



1972 No-Show 
Respondents 

1972 No-Show 

. Non-Respondents 



1973 No -Shows 
1973 Shows 



1973 No Snow 
Respondents 

1973 No Show 
Non-Respondents 

1973 Show 
Respondents 

1973 Show 

Non-Respondents 



3.07 


513 


(N«2212) 


(N«2329) 


3.A2 


518 


(N«1036) 


(N=1085) 


2.92 


517 


(N=725) 


(N=725) 


3.14 


512 


(N«1487) 


(N=1604) 



3.04 


506 


(N=2592) 


(N=2662) 


3.34 


499 


(N=«850) 


(N=876) 


2.66 


522 


(N-527) 


(N=538) 


3.14 


502 


(N»2065) 


(N»2124) 


3.12 


509 


(N-357) 


(N=366) 


3.50 


492 


(N=493) 


(N=510) 



545 
545 
351 
542 



545 
536 
566 
538 
540 
526 



SAT Total 



1058 
1063 
1068 
1054 



1051 

1035 

1088 

1040 

1049 

1018 



Note: 1) Transfers were deleted from the above groups due to incomplete 
information on these variables. 

2) In the 1973 sample of no-show respondents, 207 individuals who 

incorrectly filled out the questionnaire were not included in the 

U no-show respondent group above but were included as non- 
respondents. 

3) Averages based on those students for whom data are available. 



^* College Prei^^t>Afiri> 

1972 MO-ShnM ft.n,hn>^^ 
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in the fall semester? Of the 725 V^Lh^^ '^T^"^ ^^""^ transfer students 

58 (8%), the second ihoice o? 3I5 (WWnd Sf'^M Tk'^^ 5^^" °f 
305 (43%) students. SeventLn applicants 5 « J^^^^^ ^hrou.^h fifth choice of 
students were not divided hv ch^??. ? "^^^ Indicate u choice. Transfer 

meaningful JivJsIon ^ ^^""^^ '^"'^ '^"^ ^^'^^ to make this a 



1973 No'-Shov Freahmpn 



torn correctly Of tteee^L^' S/f ""'""T ""^ ""^'^ AAS 

second cl^Ue ot nl Tyrt^ T "^ol" of » W). the 

32 applicants Sld-iot^tSi«te a choloe'^Conf^"'' 1°'" °' ^'""'^ ""O 

approxLa?^v 8^ !f I \ P^vlous section. It vas reported that 
resp'd^lo'HoStif JnlvirH^thl^^'th^ "^'^ individuals who had 

Reply Form. The actual breawL^^f lu7 ""'•"S ""h a Candidate 

priference Is! of tS^l? f"S^oif population as It relates to college 

the Oandldate'RepirFom to"Ltl r ^'Z u"^ r^it'' ^^1^2^^' H 

tW^"tCur?lfih' ""^ "'P""''"' not-^'of the 249 

cnira cnrougn fifth choice students 997 /'qi'/n j i-He ^tty 

did not. "tuaencs, ^^7 (91/,) fell into that category and 22 

Important Factora 4n College Cho-fca 
1973 Sample 

by nu,re than 3'^! of t'Se"973 resp^nde'nJrf 1 '^''^ ^^^^^ ^^P-tont 

as being important bv 357 of th^ fr-tiu available, was rated 

«.u °y ^-^'o or the freshman no-shows, but less that '\rcj r^f o«ot, 

of the other groups rated it as being important- 217 lo' ?L 2 f 

d??f:re*t^rt\:^-;eL"<'ij^^^^^^ 

Xable 3 shows the less l^p^rJ^nt'L^L^f pa^Ltie^es? '° 

more than sSx'of 'the're'spolnt'Hntnf of^h T "'^^ "^^"^ 
instance, item 6. cou«er^obably n^t too dJf P«»^nted. For 
by 4% of the Creshman no-stoSs 5I ^ £i "^'t"^" "^^'^-^ important 

shows, and 5X of tiS trLfer Ao-sh»s " °* '"^ 

arc ^re ^''ZI°Vs f^houMn o?h«s'' p' " ^-^^ 
items vhich compose th^ Ic^LL facto^ Uee ?abST? '9 " 

;r^re1 d-d-no^" -thf 3^^ ---- - - 

.ive Of them met the criS^Lf oVKllJ^f tt^^o'upsf t LX"rti;t 

Q 
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Table 3 



Important Factors In College Choice - 1973 Applicants 

(In percentages) 



program 



Factors 
Academic 

1) Academic reputation 

2) Course offerlngr 

3) Availability of desired major 

4) Individualized academic 

5) Innovative curriculum 
7) Quality of faculty 

19) Career and job considerations 

20) Graduate school considerations 
36) Transfer students: credits 

accepted from previous college 

Location 

13) Commuting convenience 

14) Easy access to home for a residen 

tial student 

15) General geographic location 

Financial 

11) Total cost 

12) Amount of financial aid offered 
Social Activities 

10) Number of students 

21) Appearance of campus 
24) Diversified student body 
26) Degree of freedom allowed 

students 

29) Extra-curricular activities 

30) Social activities 

External Advice 

33) Family advice 

34) What students had to say 

Mixed 
17) Dorms available 



Freshman 


Freshman 


Transfer 


Transter 


No-Shows 


Shows 


Shows 


No-Sho\ 9 


N»547 


N-374 


N-''32 


N-58 


87 


80 


81 


85 


80 


73 


75 


81 


73 


71 


78 


74 


35 


31 


(17) 


47 




(24) 


(16) 


33 


68 


56 


49 


60 


36 


38 


47 


47 


32 


(27) 


36 


38 


( 4) 


( 2) 


76 


67 


36 


56 


69 


36 


/ 0 ON 

(29) 


39 


43 


36 


52 


60 


49 


57 


69 


40 


36 


... 
72 


45 


32 


30 


53 


50 


41 


(28) 


33 


53 


49 


41 


47 


37 


36 


(22) 


36 


47 


»3 






40 


43 


(26) 


(29) 


39 


37 


(28) 


31 


41 


40 


(18) 


(17) 


45 


36 


36 




35 


(21) 


(10) 


(24) 
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Fa ctors 
Academic 

6) Gouraes probably not too 

difficult 
9) Grading system 

Location 

16) Proximity to New York City 
Social Actlvjt-fffa 

22) Church affiliated 

23) Closely knit college community 
Students involved in political 
activities 

28) Intercollegiate sports emphasized 

External A(l^r^n^ 

31) High school guidance counselor 
J^. College admissions representative 
Mixed 

8) School calendar system used 
97^ A ?°^^antly rasidential college 
35 ZTstt u''' Of counseling serAlll 
m o"?he%'rSpSfT ^^''^^^-^-^ 



Table 4 
tnt in Ci^H eae Chains 
(In percentages) 



Freshman 
No'Shows 
N-547 



4 
7 



17 



4 

23 

13 
17 



27 
11 



9 
21 
27 
20 

7 



Freshman 
Shows 



5 
7 



21 



17 

10 
22 



29 
12 



10 
13 

28 
21 
10 



Transfer 
Shows 
N-232 



6 
9 



17 

1 
13 

6 
15 



10 
10 
27 
16 
5 



Transfer 
No "Shows 
N-58 



5 
7 



22 



5 
14 

10 
12 



3 
21 



14 
16 
28 
14 
21 
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fir?? J^v. fl* °^ ^u?t ^^""^ ^^^"^^ ^^'^ ^^"^ ^^^^^ ^hich were also the 

first three Items which appeared in the accepceU applicant survey, were, those 

students EvrtL°"?l'"f r.'^ freshnmn'and trans c'r 

students. Even the finanical factor of total cost, item 11, was not ae high ^s 

^n'thlf!?'?'^' ^r'*"": suggests, perhaps, the influence of rprjtnacy variable 

irJLnJ. « ^^'i items 19, 20, and 36, career and job consi^eraUons, 

graduate school considerations, and credits arcepted from previous college we?e 
rith.r ^^'"'i*'! '"'"f in^ortant, suggesting that acaL^c ?acro?s'are sf 11 

rather critical items in making decisions about colleges. Location was Ilso an 

Sh'nr^H'''?^^"' 'i^'" ^'^^ rated afbeLg important 

socia? activ v'^^ite^l''' ''"T.'^' 'tT' ^^'^^^ort^nt, while about Sf ofthe 
social activity items were rated as being important and about half were not 

external advice, and mixed factors being >f progressively decreasing i^ortaAce. 
After the 23 important items in colle ^. choice wert* ^flo1a^o^ i^k, 

in oL gr"f hTrfteS »f hJ,'""'"'' °^ ''^ in^ort^t Items, respondents 

A dmerence oin^S""/?"""*"' ^ the other groups. 

si»n<fTJ!!^^°f ™° considered large enough in order for it to be considered 

significant depending upon the number in the group b»ing analyzed Thr=™IV?„! 

thought ft^s ltm il r^ ^^•^'"i^• " P"«""S« fresLan sho^s who 

for item 4 were excluded, eventough'ce^S ^e^p r^^?!/""'*" 

the criterion of Iffi. tnougn certain percentage differences exceeded 

discriminated llTtH s^Zs'lnT^'Al LrllLlT^^i '° ""^""^"^ 
ia Table 5. Items m 4 „ere not exI^fn^H*? «"es are presented 

I.e. even if there was F\07 different ""^ 8^"^" above, 

them was not deemed Important by enough peopL wfthir °" °* 
be important in college choice. As can be seen i' T^M 'r"" '° ""'""ed to 
around all dif ference scores which do 7 ! , ^ ^' Pa«ntliesis are placed 

which are left blank, ndicatrJlmt ""^ =01"™= 

n»et the importance cri erlofof 307 nf the .Hi™' ""P^-l-^°n does not 

197.3 sample, Table 5 shows that on?y7 It the cr^^r i--P°rtant the 

the four groups. One ol the reason, vhrce'-'ain 1 eL dIH ^^--^^^i^biUty a™,„,, 
the groups was that the Item was con»T,lLf , 1 f " discriminate am,m;i 

people m the sample. KorLImple 1%!™ ! .1 H T"^ ^-P'-'"'-'"' by mcst of the 
important by 807 or more of"rp:;p eTn each Iroun "TTT' ^''^ 
al.so the case for items 2 and 3 ro,,^, , orf , ^ ' ^="^S'^ percentage., vcrc 

respectively. On the otter hand Itel , 3 T ^^^il^^^ity of dealrod major. 

otner nand, item 13, commuting convenience, which 
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Table 5 

Important Factors . thaLDlscr iminate tn Cnli. p;. ru^,.. 

(In percentages) 



- 1973 Applicants 



Fac tors 
Academic 

7) Quality of faculty 
Location 

13) Commuting convenience 

15) General geographic location 

Financial 

11) Tocal cost 

12) Amount of financial aid offered 
Social Activities 

10) Number of students 
26) Degree of freedom 



Freshman 
No-Shows 

minus 
Freshman 

Shows 

+12 



-20 
(- 8) 



+29 
+13 



(+ 9) 
(+ 4) 



Freshman 
Shows 
minus 

Transfer 
Shows 

(+ 7) 



-13 
+11 



(+ 4) 
(+ 2) 



+11 



Trans f c r 
No- Shows 

minus 
Transfer 

Shows 

- (+11) 



-33 
(+ 8) 



Presliinau 
No -Shows 

minus 
Trans for 
No -Shows 

(+8) 



( 0) 
(-5) 



+36 
+23 



(-3) 
(-8) 



+17 



considered It to be more impl?tfnt tLn ffesZn TT,!, ^P^'-'^i^Hy. f«shman shows 
difference of 20%) but the f^^! ! freshman who did not attend Hofstra (a 

student, who attendedra d fSr™ce\Tre of U7 "Sh^"" as^ransLer 
compared to transfer studentr^h^ transfer show students were 

33% Is revealedrf^lcaunrthf ?m^ort2nc» University, a dl£f„cncrof 

students. AddlUonaUy: the facjTw """"""S convenience to attending 

transfer no-shows, L again e^Wence for rte £resl™a„\„d 

consider this loc^lon factor to Se as Lorta^t f .r '"^^ "T'""^ """'^"'^ "° 
university. ^ Important as those who decide to attend this 

certain factor l^s^r^n^t: ^^^n^g'^hf gr'!': be??ef th^" T 

the financial factor showed an abllitv f^^?!. ? . ""'I' "cms undur 

which ™ke up the iocatJ^n factor^^tJ: dlscrlS^fh"^:"' T °' 
one comparsion. With respect to tl^ l J!! 5 ^^^'^^ criterion on at U.a,st 
cKtemal advice, and ™iS fac ors^ s:^JnabniL"':f the'°^"' -tlvltlc, 
only one of the eleven academic it^ms. andirof'Se^'en'L^urartlvi" U^" ' 
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discriminated on at least one comparison. As fa- as extornal advice and 
mixed factors are concerned, none of the comparisons wore very large. The 
second major finding, suggests that particular groups tend to rate certain 
factors similarly. For example, no-show students, regardleaa of whether 
they were freshman or transfers felt that financial factors were more 
important than students who attended Hofstra University and commuting convenience 
less important. When freshman no-shows are compared to freshman shows with 
respect to total cost, a difference score of 29X is revealed. Transfer 
no-shows also thought that total cost was more important Lhan transfer shows 
since a different score of 36% is obtained in this comparison. The s.arae 
trend is evident with respect to item 12, amount of financial aid, since no- 
show students felt this item to be much more important than freshman or transfer 
Shows. With regard to commuting convenience both freslunan shows and transfer 
shows thought this was more important than applicants who didn't show. 

In summary, of the 37 items sampled in the Accepted Applicant 
Survey, 23 of them were felt to be important in making a decision about 
higher education; academic, location, and financial items were the most 
important factors, with social activities, external advice, and mixed factors, 
being progressively of decreasing importance. Only 7 of the 23 items 
discriminated (by a criterion of 10% or 15% difference) between at least two 
of the groups comprising the 1973 sample. The major finding with respect to 
differences between freshman and transfer shows and no-shows, was that no- 
show freshman considered the quality of faculty more important in their choice 
of a college, and both freshman and transfer no-shows considered financial 
factors more important, while those that attended Hofstra rated commuting 
convenience as more important. 



III. 1972 vs. 1973 Trends 
Important Attributes 

In order to compare trends between 1972 and 1973, the criterion 
of 30/« or greater adapted for the 1973 sample was also used for the 197? data 
That is, an item was considered important if 30% or more of the sample checked 
that attribute on the AAS. Since the 1972 sample was onlv concerned with 
no-show frasnraen and transfers, and since the samples of no-show transfer 
students were small for both years, 59 and 58 for 1972 and 1973 respectively, 
freshmen and transfers were combined for Uhis analysis. The proportion of 
transfers to freshmen was approximately 8% and 10% in 1972 and 1973 
respectively, indicating an acceptable degree of variation between the two 
years . 

Columns 1 and 2 in Table 6 present comparisons between 197? and 
1973 with respect to the items which these samples considered important in 
their college choice. The first major conclusion which can be drawri from 
this comparison is that of the 23 items rated important by the 1973 sample 
22 were similarly rated by the 1972 sample. The only attviluu.. incltuled * 
in the 1972 column which did not meet the criterion of 30/, was ,'radiuite 
school considerations, and in that case, 29% of the sample H.sted it as an 
important item. Second, the percentage of individuals rating jn nt iribute 
important is consistently stable between the years. Tn oniv ? of the .'3 
attributes, did the percentage difference between 1972 and 'j973 reae!; 'eve.Is 
in excess of 10%. Specifically, amount of financial aid increased ii. 
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1^72 to 1973 by 11%, and easy access to home decreased from 45'/ 
tro 107-^ ^/^^^P^8^ ""'St Of the attributes showed percentage changes from 1972 

finally, what students had to say (38% to 457^ Thi TtT ^"^"^ 

moderately from 1972 to 1Q7^ J^L u attributes which decreased 

«wc*jr i.i.wni i:;/,: co ly/j were: ntimber of students dv/ t-n Attv\ j 
appearance of campus (61% to 52%). scuaents (55/c to 48%) and the 

College Preference- No Show Freshman Only 

This section examines freshmen exclusively within thp iq79 7q aac 
samples as a function of Hofstra f4^o«- witnm the 1972-73 AAS 

noted thaf^LsTfresten who l?d n^? the preference category. It should also be 

overall trends shL"t"the Hrst" ^o'^o L'Sb'H" Zl '""'r^^' f"^ 

not be Included in the preference analysis Jhi, It i However, they could 
resulted in appro.l^te?y a sTZrll^'li. Zl p^^LSLrS^T" """'^ 
Within 1972 anrf 1Q7^ 

jj^^ major conclusion which can be reached frnm ^Ko or,«i ^ 

differences between individuals who chose Hofstr« analysis of 

and those who chose it as their lecond or Sfrd k f ^"-^ 

and social activities factors Lf^n^ ? third-fifth choice, is that academic 

financial and c^^tinf^^^rL^t" ^ r.'L.'\%^?L"fo?L7' ?h'e"^ t H 

tz^z:'''' '"^^ --^''^"^ -si:?:nrbetee':Th:-i97r::d'S7f 

Specifically, columns 3-5 and 4-6 in t^Mo <; k . „ r. 
as percentage differences between Hofstra as", firif 1 ? J^^^ reanalyzed 

a third through fifth choice school^ ^ep^raLty for 1972 "d'?g°7?' ""^ 

presented in Table 7 The 197? H<fi=,r v ^ 1"^> and the results 

column 1. While colL 2 pre!ents tS nercL^T.'?.?'"'"""" ^^"'^^ "PP^^^ - 
on the number involved L'^Iny g^ve^ coS^arlso^, ^" "ependlng 

stable enough to be worth consldertnr mi^ri^ "f 10-157. Is probably 

was less ln|ortant for those IndivlJ.f , ^ ^ indicate that the attribute 
fifth choi^ »hc^ol read ly SLc%™bu'thaf f^'r f 

academic reputation, IndlviduaU^ed acadeSc ^P^^lfl'^ally 
and quality of faculty for the 1972 ? * ? innovative curriculum, 

the 1973 sanmle increased In !mnorL^i "1: amenability of desired major for 
Analysis oHhe fl^ciS a^^c2?oTff.°? J""" ""^"^^ ^^oice students 

for general geograpMo locaUon Sf^fr. f ^° Except 

important itL^nderthese t^o' fetors to ^e T individuals felt aU the 

Hofstra as their third througrfilth choLe sc'ol '""'^ 
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Differences in Tmnortance of F actors In rolleee (-hn^rp 
Between No-Show stude nts Who Rat:ed Hofstra First 
Choice and Thtrri- Flfth Qhnir.f^ for 1972 and 1973 
(In percentages) 



Year 



(1) (2) 

1972 1973 

3rd - 5th Choice 3rd - 5th Choice 

Minus Idnus 

First Choice First Choice 



Factor 



Academic 



10 8 

4 
14 



1) Academic reputation 

2) Course offerings 2 

3) Availability of desired major 7 

4) Individualized academic program I5 e 
.5) Innovative curriculum 16 ? 
7) Quality of faculty 1- 

19) Career and job considerations - 9 

20) Graduate school considerations 3 



Location 



13) Commuting convenience .20 

14) Easy access to home (for a residential 
student) .2^2 

15) General geographic location 7 



Financial 



11) Total cost 



12) Amount of financial aid offered -25 
Socfal Actl\flttes 



33) Family advice 

34) What students had to say . 2 



* 



Mixed 



17) Dorms available ^3 
* Less than .57, 17 



-29 

-21 
18 



-22 .24 

-26 



10) Number of students 7 

21) Appearance of campus 12 1? 

24) Diversified student body 7 ^ 

26) Degree of freedom allowed student 6 I 

29) Extra-curricular activities * o 

30) Social activities I3 ^ 

External Advice 



4 
9 



27 
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Differences In Importance of Factors in College Choice 
Betweun 1972 and 1973 for No-Shov Students bv C.nUo. fr^f^ PrpfpfAnr.^ 



(in percentages) 



Factors 
Academic 

1) Academic reputation 

2) Course offerings 

3) Availability of desired major 

4) Individualized academic program 

5) Innovative curriculum 
7) Quality of faculty 

19) Career and job considerations 

20) Graduate school considerations 

Location 

13) Conmiuting convenience 

14) Easy access to home for residential stud. 

15) General geographic location 

Financial 

11) Total cost 

12) Amount of financial aid offered 
Social activities 

10) Number of students 

21) Appearance of campus 

24) Diversified student body 

26) Degree of freedom allowed student 

29) Extra-curricular activities 

30) Social activities 

External advice 

33) Family advice 

34) What students had to say 

Mixed 



(1) 

1973-1972 
Ist Choice 



2 
■ 4 
• 8 

8 
16 
14 

* 

7 



3 
• 7 
■12 



4 
15 



•12 
•14 

• 5 
•11 
4 



9 
1 



(2) 

1973-1972 
2nd Choice 



4 
3 
3 
3 
8 
2 

6 

* 



2 
■18 
3 



5 
9 



1 
7 
5 
1 
2 
3 



(3) 

1973-1972 
3-5 Choice 



0 
2 
1 
2 
1 
6 
9 
5 



6 
16 

1. 



7 
5 



2 

14 



9 

■12 

5 
2 
6 



13 

10 



17) Dorms available 



-1/ 



*Less than ,57. 
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Finally, the question of availability of dorms was more important 
for third- fifth choice students than first choice eflpecially in 1973. 

Betveen 1972 and 1973 ^ 

In a previous section which discussed trends between 1972 and 
1973 on the important attributes of college choice, a general summary was t.hat 
the two samples were remarkably similar. When preference level is considered, 
this is no longer so; there are differences between the years. To analyze <-.hese 
attributes, columns 3 and 6, 4 and 7, and 5 end 8 of Table 6 were compared and 
percentage differences are shown in Table 8. Minus signs indicate greater 
importance attributed to the items by the 1972 sample. Columns 1, 2, and 3, in 
Table 8 show these percentage differences for Hofstra as a first, second, or 
third through fifth choice school, respectively. Although the pattern which emerges 
from these data is rather complex, certain summaries can be attempted. First, there 
are many differences between the 1972 and 1973 samples. Among the students who 
chose Hofstra as their first choice, eight out of twenty-two in^ortant items showed 
moderate or large changes between the two years. Second, for those attributes 
which showed these changes between 1972 and 1973 there was some degree of consistency 
as it related to overall factors. For example, out of the eight academic items, 
two showed moderate or large changes between 1972 and 1973. Both changed in the 
direction toward increased importance for the 1973 sample. This same trend (more 
important in 1973 than 1972) exists for amount of financial aid as well. 

When the data for the location and student activity factors are 
analyzed, certain trends opposite from those discussed above are indicated. For 
example, the 1973 sample rated general geographic location, number of students, 
appearance of campus, extra curricular activities and availability of dorms as 
less important than the 1972 sample. 

Applicants who said Hofstra was their second choice appeared not 
to differ on the importance of factors over the two years. 

For applicants listing Hofstra as their third to fifth choice, 
amount of financial aid offered, family advice, and what students had to say, 
became more important during 1973 and appearance of campus became less important. 

In summary, preference level must be considered in discussing the 
trends between 1972 and 1973. In general, first choice freshmen became more 
interested in academic and financial aid factors than in location and social 
activities factors. 



IV. Students' Attitudes Toward Hofstra and Their Attended University- 1972 and 19 73 

All accepted applicants for 1973 and no-show applicants for 1972 
were asked to indicate on the questionnaire whether their reactions to Itofstra 
for each of the 37 checklist items was positive. No-shows, in addition, were 
asked to indicate whether their reaction to the school they chose to attend (other) 
was positive for each checklist item. The analysis of student attitudes is based 
on those students who indicated the item was important to them. The complete 
data of their reactions are given in Table 9. 
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One major impression that can be obtained from these data is that 
uo-shov Ireslmieii had positive attitudes toward Hofstra as well as toward the 
college they chose to attend, although obviously not as positive* For example, the 
respondents were more positive toward the colleges attended than Hofst>*a on all 
the attributes for both 1972 and 1973. On the other hand, more than 50% oi th;* 
attributes elicited a greater positivity than negativity towards Hofstra ior 
1972; 17 of 22 in 1972, and 11 out of 22 in 1973, Positivity is defined as 
occurring when at least one-half of the sample reacts positively to an item and 
conversely negativity is defined as occurring when less than one-half of the 
sample reacts positively. Specifically, for 1973, five of the eight academic items, 
all three location items, two of the six social activities items and the donns 
available item were rated positively by more than 501 of the freslimau no-«how.s. 
Since these may be coxisidereded positive attributes of Hofstra, we will list them in 
order oi positivity: course offerings, commuting convenience, availability of 
desired major, easy access to home for a residential student, degree of freedom 
allowed students, dorms available, academic reputation, extra-curricular activities, 
innovative curriculum, quality of facutly and general geographic location. 

Although the overall impression that seems to be conveyed by the analysis 
of the no-show freshmen responses is more positivity than regativity to Hofstra, 
(afteraU they did apply) there are nevertheless, large differences between thin 
population and the freshmen who attended the University in the amount of positive 
reaction displayed to Hofstra^ Column 8 in Table 9 is a comparison of 1973 freshman 
shows and no-shows on the 22 attributes* Minus signs indicate more positivity 
by the fresliman shows than the no-shows. The results are rather striking. In no 
instance were the no- shews more positive than the shows, and the magnitude of the 
difference in positivity between these populations is substantial. Among the 
academic factors, no-show freshmen were less positive to Hofstra than shows by as 
much as 427, (graduate school considerations) with most of the percentar,e difloLences 
lying in the 207. range. Other items that discriminated no-shows from sliows were 
amount of financial aid offered, job and career considerations, appearance ol 
campus and number of students ♦ On tlie other hand, shows and no-sliows were closest 
on commuting convenience, degree of freedom allowed students, total cost, availability 
of desired major, and easy access to home for a residential student • 

To better understand the decision-making process of a student selecting 
a college, data are presented in Table 9 for each item on the percentage of no-shows 
who were 1) both positive to Hofstra and negative to the college finally selected 
(column 5) and 2) both negative to Hofstra and positive to college attended (colunm 0). 
The former can be thought of as some of Hofstra' s strongest points and the latter some 
of the weakest. The percentages for the strongest points range from 47. to 23" with 
the median at 9/.. The strongest points are innovative curriculum (16a) amount oi 
financial aid awarded (187,), easy access to home for residential students (22.') 
and commuting convenience (237q). The percentages for the weakest items range from 
247 to 6T/, with the median at 427.. The weakest items are what students had to 
say (567), graduate school considerations (61%), total cost (637), and family 
advice (67-'). It might appear that there is an inconsistency in the financial 
factor results. The shows and no-shows were equally unlianpy about the cost oi 
Hofstra and when the no-shows decided not to attend the total cost probably vt'L>.;hed 
heavily in their decision. As for the amount of financial aid, although it Ls 
viewed unfavorably by no-shows, it is viewed positively by shows and for some 
no-shows was viewed more favorably at Ilofstra than at the school they Linally 
attended, which may have won out for other reasons ♦ 
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As BoriouH as tliese data arc wltli rt'SpccL to such pi-aj;nuU i.c conciTus 
a.M ri'cruitmt'nt issues, more important prol)l.ems arc ri'VoaUnl when i.hc data oi 
po-show freshmen between 1972 and 1973 .ire compared. In this case, Lhere nir 
strong indications tliat therg is an increased negativity towards Uolstra, while 
at tlie same time this negative attitude did not iind its way to the attended 
colleges. 



In 1972, Ilofstra was evaluated more negatively than positive Iv on about 
20/: oi the items that the no-show population had initially rated as important in 
their college choice. In no instance did these students rate the other college 
more negatively than positively. However, in 1973, almost 507„ of the items showed 
this negative trend towards Hofstra. In order to assess this change, certain 
questions must be answered. First, how may items rated in 1972 as negative remained 
so in 1973:^ Second, were the large increases in negativity among these itemsV 
Third, vere the additional items rated as negative in 1973 but not in 1972 larg.^ 
changes? Fourth, was the general pattern between 1972 and 1973' one of increased 
negativity towards Hofstra, and how many items showed such large increases? Could 
the large changes in attitudes towards Hofstra be explained on the basis Lliat there 
are also large changes in the attitudes students have towards universities in 
general? This would be exemplified by changing attitudes between 1972 and 1973 to 
the University the student attended. Lastly, how do tliese changes in attitudes 
relate to the way the AAS attributes changed in importance between 1972 and 1973? 

A.i . I""^^^^ ? attempt to answer these questions in the following way. 

All circled entries in the -able are percentages in which fcx.er than 507, ol t he 
respondents indicated a positive attitude towards Hofstra or to the colle.^e th,v 
stanM^l'n ^""^ connecting lines between percentages indicate moderate or sub- 
stantial decreases in positivity between 1972 and 1973. Double connecting lines 
are moderate or substantial increases between the two years. '^^^^^'^'^^^ ^^"^"^ 

The first thing that one can see from this table is that there were 
five negative items in 1972 and eleven in 1973. All five items rated as no -alive 
to Hofstra in 1972 were also negative in 1973. Second, two of these items showed 
substantial decreases between 1972 and 1973, i.e. increased negativity, and while 
the percentages of the remaining three also decreased, the amount was only slight. 
Third, of the six items which in 1972 were positive but were negative in 1973 
four represent substantial or moderate amounts of change. ' 

To evaluate the general pattern between 1972 and 1973, one can see that 
oL the remaining eleven items in Table 9, three more items sliowed substantial 
decreases, eight were fairly stable. In general, between 1972 and 1973 A3 ol 
the items showed substantial change, and all were increases in negative reaction 
^°^^^^^^^^^^^^^rsxty. On the other hand, certain changes did occur between i97 > 
and 1973 with rerpect to positive attitudes toward the colleges attended bv tlie no- 
show freslimen. Four items decreased in positivity, while two items increased. 
Nevertheless, the important observation that can be mde from these chan^^e. is Lluit 
in only one case could it be used for explanation for the decrease in .Hu^tiv.. 
reactions to Hofstra University. Specifically, innovative curriculum show.-d a 
decrease between 1972 and 1973 in positive reaction to Hofstra but there als./ .a- 
a corresponding change in attitude to the college the student actually attendou.' 
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In one case, however, graduate school consideration, there was a large decrease 
in positive reaction to Hofstra but this was accompanied by a large increase in 
positive reaction to the attend college. ^ increase in 

In summary, it is interesting to ovserve where the significant decreases 
in positive reaction to Hofstra are occurring between 1972 and 1973. Five ou^of 
the nine substantial negative changes are in the academic factor. SpecUically 
academic reputation, individual academic program, innovative curriculum, career' 
lo tit ^n^^1^^'f'°"^/"' ^"^'"^'^ considerations. Perhaps as Important 

und^r th. 'vi! substantial deceases observed 

under the external advice factor. Family advice decreased by 17% and the reaction 
from other students went from 52%, i.e. a positive reaction, to 30%, a change of 

^th^r- i/^^^^^^' inferences can be made about how Hofstra is viewed vis-a-vis 

r^iooi ! perceived more favorably. Hofstra appears to suffer on graduate 

school considerations, total cost, social activities, family advice and w£? students 
had to say. The amount of financial aid is viewed mire favorably at Ito fit ra tSan 
at other attended colleges. Furthermore, students when evaluating thfcfuLes 

attended S '"f ""^'"^ positi^lyto all item^'b^t those who 

attended Hofstra reacted positively to all items except total cost and f^ily advice 




between 1972 lTl^r3 X^'^n^^^^^ f 

H^fstr: ^^'^^ eitLrs"bs^:?ilrc1anges'1^ ^7 ' 

Hofstra, or negativity to Hofstra, the 1972 and 1973 sample data were subdivided 

schoo? ?hL' 'n'' ^'^''^^ °^ 'hird through f^fth choLe 

school. These data are presented in Table 10. In order to understand c ? 

re^pitatiori^tbfeT"^ b° ^^^^ve reac^"n:1:f:rSce1otSi^^ 

reputation in Table 9 can be used as an esample. The overall decrease between 1972 
? ^/L J"" ^^^^^ reference to Columns 3, 6, and 9, indicatenLt 

individuals who chose Hofstra as their second choice ichiorwer; the or contrxbuters 
to the effect. It was also suggested previously, that this reaction triofstra 
could not totally be explained by some total decrease in positive reaction to the 
academic reputation of universities, since the decrease in positive ^eaJ^Ln to th. 

^h«r\ 'd^^ '''S f ^^'"^'^^^ ^"^"^^^ not of the saL Lgn?t!de as 
that observed for riofstra itself. This general statement holds up^er this finer 
analysis since in Table 11 which is a comparable treatment of pos^t^vrLfne Jt?vc 
reactions to the attended universities by nrefercncp i^v^i \i I T I "^^^"^^ 
of onlv -87 T>,4o r.^ ^ vci.ai.i.i.t:a oy prererence level. c.>lumn 6 shows a change 

JtZlL t\ ? 4 '^eP^esents an increased negativity to the university they 
attended, but it is not as large as -16%, tae change that occurred to Hofstra for 

^^llTi'Tu^"' °^ ^^^'^'^^ the negatLe tre^d for 

Hofstra is the result of second preference or third preference inlividuals in 
some cases, career and job considerations and graduate school considerations the 
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Table 10 



No-Show Students' Reactions to Hofstra By 
College Preference on Selected Items 
(in percentages) 



(1) (2) 
1st Choice 



1972 1973 
N=58 N=47 



(3) 

1973 

minus 

1972 



(4) (5) 
2nd Choice 



1972 1973 
N-345 N=219 



(6) 

1973 

minus 

1972 



(7) (8) (9) 
3rd-5th Choice 

1973 
minus 
1972 1973 1972 
N=305 N=249 



Academic 



1) Academic reputation 87 

4) Individualized acad- 
emic program 72 

5) . Innovative curric- 

ulum 85 

19) Career & job consid. 65 

20) Graduate school 
consideration 59 

Location 



15) General geographic 
location 

Financial 



82 



11) Total cost 16 

12) Amount of financial 
aid offered 31 

Social Activities 



89 


+ 2 


80 


64 


-16 


51 


43 


- 6 


80 


+ 8 


54 


55 


+ 1 


56 


38 


-18 


77 
63 


- 8 

- 2 


59 
63 


60 
49 


+ 1 
-14 


62 
44 


46 
30 


-16 

-14 


82 


+23 


58 


36 


-22 


48 


20 


-28 


82 


0 


57 


55 


- 2 


59 


38 


-21 


7 


- 9 


28 


17 


-11 


22 


21 


+ J 



12 



-19 



44 



36 



- 8 



32 



39 



4 7 



10) 
21) 
24) 


Number of students 
Appearance of campus 
Diversified student 


66 
79 


80 
85 


+14 
+ 6 


42 
56 


37 
49 


- 5 

- 7 


42 
48 


41 
43 


- 1 

- 5 


29) 


body 

Extra-curricular 


81 


88 


+ 7 


53 


53 


0 


47 


38 


- 9 


30) 


activities 
Social activities 


81 
76 


82 
68 


+ 1 
- 8 


71 
59 


53 
50 


-18 
- 9 


58 
55 


51 

44 


- 7 
-11 



External Advice 



33) Family advice 45 

34) What students had 

to sc»y 71 



43 
42 



- 2 
-29 



36 

51 



18 
31 



•18 

•20 



34 
51 



16 

26 



-18 



•23 
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Table 11 



No-Show Studenta' Reactions To Attended Collugcs 
By College Preference on Selected Items 



(in percentages) 



(1) (2) 
1st Choice 



Factors 



1972 
N=58 



1973 
N«»47 



(3) 

1973 

minus 

1972 



Academic 



(4) (5) 
2nd Choice 



1972 
N«345 



1973 
N=219 



(6) 

1973 

minus 

1972 



(7) (8) (9) 
3rd-5th Choice 

1973 
minus 
1972 



1972 
N=305 



1973 
N=249 



1) Academic reputation 


81 


55 


-26 


4) Individualized 








academic program 


57 


53 


- 4 


5) Innovative curriculum 69 


55 


-14 


19) Career & job cons id. 


44 


42 


- 2 


20) Graduate school 








consideration 


36 


41 


+ 5 


Location 








15) General geographic 








location 


68 


53 


-15 


Financial 








11) Total cost 


94 


81 


-13 


12) Amount of financial 








aid offered 


69 


51 


-18 


Social Activities 








10) Number of students 


69 


50 


-19 


21) Appearance of campus 


70 


45 


-25 


24) Diversified s indent 








body 


76 


47 


-29 


29) Extra-curricular 








activities 


74 


57 


-17 


30) Social activities 


85 


58 


-27 


External Advice 








33) Family advice 


72 


74 


+ 2 


34) \4hat students had 








to say 


50 


53 


+ 3 



95 


87 


- 8 


7 J 




A 
U 


83 


78 




\j£. 


OD 




87 


75 


-12 


88 


86 


- 2 


81 


79 


- 2 


82 


90 


+ 8 


71 


87 










* t 


82 


+10 


78 


82 


+ 4 


82 


75 


- 7 


79 


67 


-12 


67 


62 


- 5 


55 


56 


+ 1 


90 


79 


-11 


83 


84 


+ 1 


87 


88 


+ 1 


89 


89 


0 


87 


83 


- 4 


87 


80 


- 7 


89 


84 


- 5 


86 


88 


+ 2 


88 


87 


- 1 


87 


86 


- 1 


85 


82 


- 3 


81 


82 


+ 1 


80 


80 


0 


71 


82 


+ 11 
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cLlect la a combination of both of thcav. Htttnplea. Ouct a«ain, analysis of 
Table il ahowa tliat thu docreaacH obaervcd foi* tlw other achool wore not ol the 
same magnitude as that observed for llofatra Uiilveralty. 

As discuased previously, very large changes in reaction to llofstra 
were observed for those factors concerned with external advice, in Table iO, 
it is interesting to observe that the substantial changes between 1972 and 1973 
were the result of all groups. That is, even those who chose Hofstra as their Jlrst 
choice school, but did not attend, indicated that between these years, there wa« 
an increased negative reaction from their families as well as by other students. 
From Table 11, it can be concluded that this effect is a Hofstra phenomenom, 
since positive attitudes shown in 1972 to the attended university remains stable 
or increased very slightly in 1973. 

An additional way to analyze the data presented in Tables 10 and 11 is 
to look at the trends over preference level for the 1972 and 1973 samples with 
particular attention to the 1973 sample. The magnitude of positivity toward 
Hofstra decreased over preference for no-shows. There w^s a dramatic increase 
in negative reactions from first choice to third-fifth choice on the academic 
factor, social activities factor, and external advice factor. On the other hand 
for this group of students, negative reaction to the financial factor decreased 
the further they moved from really considering Hofstra as a choice. 

Just the reverse trends are apparent for the no-show students' reactions 
to the colleges they attended on academic, financial, and external advice factors; 
i.e. the greatest positivity to colleges attended occurred for those for whom 
Hofstra was third-fifth choice. One difference is worth noting; reaction to the 
financial factor. Positivity decreased as preference for Hofstra declixied. 

« l■h^.l'^°^l!^°^^^^^ ^""^ considering. One, students who list Hofstra 

as a third-fxfth choice are not really a strong potential market. The most likely 
r^rst choLf hL'?' "^l'^'^ second-choice group. Two, students who Ust Lfstra 
?otal cost ^""^ ^^^^^y influenced negatively by the 
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(1) 

Important 
In 

Decision 



6. 
"■ 7. 

8. 
■* 9. 
"lO. 



11. 

"l3. 
'l4. 
"l5. 



16. 
"l7. 
"l8. 
"l9. 

20. 



21. 
""22. 
"23. 

24. 

25. 



26. 
~27. 
"28. 
"29. 
'30. 



31. 
"32. 

33. 
'34. 
.35. 

36. 



Courses probably not too difficult 
Quality of faculty 
School calendar system used 
Grading system used 
Number of students 

Total cost 

Amount of financial aid 
Commuting convenience 
Easy access to home 
General geographic location 

Proximity to New York City 
Dorms available 

A predominantly residential college 
Career and job considerations 
Graduate school considerations 

Appearance of campus 

Church afliliated 

Closely-knit college community 

Diversified student body 

Students involved in political activities 

Degree of freedom allowed students 
Availability of counseling services 
Intercollegiate sports emphasized 
Extracurricular activities 
Social activities 

High school guidance counselor 
College admissions representative 
Family advice 
What students had to say 
Hofstra University pvblications 

Transfer students: credits accepted from 
previous college 



(2) 

Positive 
Reaction 
to Hofstra 



6. 

7. ' 

8. " 

9. ' 
10." 



11. 

12. " 

13. " 

14. " 

15. " 



16. 

17. " 

18. " 

19. " 

20. " 

21. 
22." 

23.1 

24. 

25.- 



26. 

27. " 

28. " 

29. " 

30. " 



31. 

32. " 

33. " 

34 . " 

35. " 



36. 



(i) 
Positive 
Reaction 
to College 
Attending 



6. 

7. " 

8. " 

9. " 
10." 



11. 

12. " 

13. " 

14. " 

15. ; 

16. 

17. " 

18. " 

19. " 
20. 



21. 

22. " 

23. " 

24. " 

25. ; 

26. 

27." 

28. 

29.J 

30. 



31. 

32. " 

33. " 

34. " 

35. " 



36. 



.3/. Other: specify 



37. 



37. 



2(24-26) 
2(27-29) 
2(30-32) 
2(33-35) 
2(36-38) 

2(39-41) 
2(42-44) 
2(45-47) 
2(48-50) 
2(51-53) 

2(54-56) 
2(57-59) 
2(60-62) 
2(63-65) 
2(66-68) 

3(9-11) 

3(12-14) 

3(15-17) 

3(18-20) 

3(21-23) 

3(24-26) 
3(27-29) 
3(30-32) 
3(33-35) 
3(36-38) 

3(39-41) 
3(42-44) 
3(45-47) 
3(48-50) 
3(51-53) 

3(54-56) 



3(57-59) 



L^nJ^MsT: ""^'"i' °" Hofstra's admissions procedures. (Use the 

oacK oi this page if you need more room). 
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NAME: 



ADDRESS: 
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For office 

Applicant's Survey - Hofstra University use only 

1(2-8) 



Last Middle Initial First 



Will you be attending college in September 1972? Yes: No: 1(34) 

a. If Yes, which college 1(35-38) 

b. If No, place a check next to those items which express your 
reason(s) for not attending college this fall. 

1. Could not afford college A. Got a job 

2. Did not receive financial aid 5. Needed at home 

3. Got married 6. Needed time off 



7. Other; specify 1(39-45) 

c. If you will not be attending college in September 1972, do you plan 

to resume your studies at a future date? Yes When ; No 1(46-50) 



2. Please list the colleges that acdepted you for admission in September 
1972 in order of your preference. (Please include Hofstra) 



i. 


First prefer. nee 


1(51-54) 


2. 


Second preference 


1(55-58) 


3. 


Third preference 


1(59-62) 


4. 


Fourth preference 


1(63-66) 


5. 


Fifth preference 


1(67-70) 



3, Below is a list of Item^ that might have influenced your decision as to 
which college to attend. In Column 1 check those items that were impor- 
tant in your decision. In Column 2 check those items that you reacted 
favorably to when you were considering Hofstra University. In Column 3 
check those items that you reacted favorably to when you were consider- 
ing the college you choose. 



(1) 

Important 
in 

Decision 

1. Academic reputation 

2. Course offerings 

3. Availability of desired major 

^* Individualized academic program 

5. Innovative curriculum 



(2) (3) 

Positive 

Positive Reaction 

Reaction to College 

to Hofstra Attending 

1. 1. 2(9-11) 

2. 2. 2(12-1A) 

3. 3. 2(15-17) 

4. 4. 2(18-20) 

5. _ 5. 2(21-23) 
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(1) 

Important 
in Your 
Decision 
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31. 

34 
37 " 
40." 

43 

46, 
49." 
52 " 
55/ 
58/ 

61. 
64 
67 ■ 
70/ 
73." 



76. 

79." 
82 ■ 
85 ■ 
88 ■ 



94. 

97 
100.' 
103/ 

106. 
109 



Tot al cost 

Amount ol liuancial aid oftered 
Commuting convenience 
Easy access to homo for a 
residential student 
General geogiaphic location 

Proximity to New York City 
Dorms available 

A predominantly residential college 
Career and job considerations 
Graduate school considerations 

Appearance of campus 
Church affiliated 
Closely-knit college community 
Diversified student body 
Students involved in political 
act ivities 

Degree ot freedom allowed students 
Availability of counseling services 
intercollegiate sports emphasized 
Extracurricular activities 
Social activities 

High school guidance counselor's 

advice 

College admissions representative's 

advice 

Family advice 
What students had to say 
Publications of the college or 
uni versi t y 

Transfer students credits 
accepted from previous college 



Strong 
Points of 
Hofstra 



32. 

35. 
38 ■ 
41." 



44. 



47. 

50. 

53." 

56. 

59. 



62. 

65." 

68/ 

71/ 

74." 



77. 
80.' 
83. 
86 ■ 
89/ 



Other specify 



92. 

95„ 

98. 

101." 
104.] 

107. 

110 



Strong 
Points of 
Chosen College 



33. 
36." 
39." 
42." 



45. 



48. 

51." 

54.' 

57." 

60/ 



63. 

66." 

69." 

72.' 

75." 



78. 

81." 

84." 

87." 

90." 



93. 
96. 



99. 

102/ 
105/ 



108. 



111. 



We would welco'io your comr-ats on Hofstra's admissions procedures. 
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NAME. 



ADDRESS 



Last 



First 



Middle Initial 



Number and Street 
YOUR SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER; 



City or Town 



State 



Zip Code 



Please list the colleges, including Hofstra, that accepted you for admission 
in September 1973 in order of your personal preference. 



1. First preference 

2. Second preference 

3. Third preference 

4. Fourth preference 

5. Fifth preference 



2. Which college do you plan to attend in September, 1973? 



3. 



Below we list a variety of considerations that might have influenced your 
decision about college in September. Jn Column 1 , please check whatever items 
were important to you in making your decision. In Co lumn 2 , please check 
whatever items seemed, to you, to be strong points of Hofstra University. If 
you do not expect to attend Hofstra, please use Column 3 to check whatever items 
seemed to you to bo strong points of the college (if any) that you do expect 
to attend — 



ERIC 



(i> 

Import ant 
in Your 
Decision 

1 

4 ^ 

10 ]^ 
13 



19, 
22 
25 
28 



/\ca(ionuc reputation 

Courhi- oiforings 

Aval labil It s of desired major 

ind I vuiuii I ized academic program 

Iniiovativc cuiriculum 

Courses probably not too difficult 

Qual It y of f acult y 

School calendar system used 

Grading .system used 

Number of students 



(2) 

Strong 
Points of 
Hof St ra 



2, 
5. 
8 

11. 

14 



17 

20. 
23. 
26. 
29 



(Please continue on other side) 

30 



(3) 

Strong 
Points of 
Chosen College 



3. 

6." 

9-" 

12." 
15." 



18. 
21. 
24. 
27. 
30.' 
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PloatJu enter your name and address and the responses to questions 1 and 2 directly 
on this sheet. Instructions for the computer answer sheet follow question 2. 



Last 



First 



Middle Initial 



ADDKKSS: 



Number and Street 



City or Town State 



Zip Code 



!• Please list the colleges, including Hofstra, that accepted you for admission 
m September, 1973 in order of your personal preference, 

1. First preference 



2. Second preference 



3. Third preference 



4. Fourth pr€jferenco 



5, Fifth preference 



Below we list a variety of considerations that might have influenced your 
decision about college in September. In Column 1 , please check whatever items 
were important to you in making your decision. In Column 2 , please check 
whatever items seemed, to you, to be strong points of Hofstra University. 



(1) 

Import ant 

in Your 
Decision 



(2) 

Strong 
Points of 
Hofstra 



1. 


Academic reputation 


2. 


3. 


Course offerings 


4. 


5. 


Availability of desired major 


6. 


7. 


Individualized academic program 


8. 


9. 


Innovative curriculum 


10. 


11, 


Courses probably not too difficult 


12. 


13. 


Quality of faculty " — 


14. 


15. 


School calendar system used 


16. 


17, 


Grading system used 


18. 


19. 


Number of students 


20. 


21. 


Total cost 


22. 


2o . 


Amount of financial aid offered 


24. 


25. 


Commuting convenience 


26. 


27. 


Ea«y accofis to home for a residential student 


28, 


29. 


General geographic locution 


30. 




(Please continue on^^her side) 



« 
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(2) 



Important 

in Your 
Decision 



31. 

33. 

35.' 

37." 

39.' 



41, 

43.' 

45.' 

47." 

49." 



51. 

53." 

55, 

57," 

59." 



61. 

63." 

65.' 

67." 

69." 

71. 



73. 



Proximity to New York City 
Dorms available 

A prodommanrly residential college 
Career and job considerations 
Graduate school considerations 

Appearance of campus 

Church affiliated 

Closely-knit college community 

Diversified student body 

Students involved in political activities 

Degree of freedum allowed students 
Availability of counseling services 
Intercollegiate sports emphasized 
Extracurricular activities 
Social activities 

High school guidance coiniPelor*s advice 

College admissions representative's advice 

Family advice 

What students had to say 

Publications of the college or university 

Transfer studentsi credits accepted from 
previous college 

Other; specify 



Strong 
Points of 
Ilofstra 



32. 

34.* 
36.' 
38.' 
40.' 



42. 

44." 

46." 

48." 

50.' 



52. 

54." 

56." 

58.' 

60.' 



62. 

64.' 

66." 

68." 

70.; 

72. 



74. 



It would be very helpful to us if you would transfer your checks in question 2 above 
to the enclosed answer sheet in the following manner. Each response box on the 
answer sheet has a number on top which corresponds to a number in the two columns. For 
every check you have entered, blacken the first position (1/A) in the response box on 
the answer sheet whose number corresponds to the number in front of your check For 
example, if you have checked Course o fferings as having been important in your'collece 
nT^?^'\ r ^^'^ ^'^^?°"'^^"box en the ans-.ver sheet blacken the first position 

U/Aj. Similarly, if you have checked Dorms ava ilable as a strong point of Hofstra 
then in tho response box on the answer Iheet thT^rH^a 34 on top of it blacken the'l/A. 

rth/'aswirsh 't'" T"' ^-'^^ '•ieht hand section 

Of tho nnswot sheet and your social security number in tho v^iri below labelled 
htudont Numb'ji*. 

Please rotu/n both this survey sheet and the answer nlwoi (filled in or not). 
!Lrer\sheoJ''''''''' ^^"^'^ents on Hofstr.Vs admissions procedure on the back or tho 



Thank you.' 



ERIC 



32 



